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Administrators of programs of student personnel services
are being called upon to be more effective in their planning,
to redefine and modify organizational structures, and to
find ways to bring more control and flexibility to the
budgeting process and staffing patterns. Further, student
personnel administrators need to be more effective in
assessing student needs, in evaluating programs, in
determining problematic areas, and in providing proactive
leadership within a more democratic and legalistic framework.
The purpose of this study was two-fold: (1) to report
on the current organizational structures of divisions of
student personnel services in selected colleges and univer-
sities and (2) to determine the impact of selected problems
on programs of student personnel services throughout higher
education. The study, through the use of a two-part question-
naire, surveyed student personnel administrators at institutions
that (1) had enrollments between 7,500 and 14,999, (2) were
public supported, and (3) were primarily residential.
The first part of the questionnaire sought information
regarding where each of 21 defined student personnel
functional areas reported within the institution's organi-
zational structures. The institution's organizational
structures were divided into the four following major
divisions: (1) academic affairs, (2) business affairs,
(3) development, and (4) student affairs. The second
part of the questionnaire sought information as to how
student personnel administrators perceived the negative
effect of 37 selected problem areas on their abilities
to administer their programs of student personnel services.
Each of the 37 problem areas were to be rated from one to
seven, ranging from no negative impact to having great
negative impact.
A summary of the findings is as follows: (1) Analysis
of the data revealed that under the Division of Student
Affairs,- student organizations, greeks, discipline, orien-
tation, financial aid, health services, counseling, housing,
career planning and placement, recreational activities,
religious activities, and minority affairs reported generally
to this area. (2) Under the Division of Academic Affairs,
only academic advising reported generally to this area;
however, records and registration, recruitment, and
admissions reported most of the time. (3) Of the nine
problem areas having the greatest negative impact, five
are directly related to the depressed state of the economy.
(4) Of the nine problem areas having the least negative
impact, four of these problem areas received considerable
attcntion during the 1960's and 1970's.
From the study the following recommendations, as well as
others mentioned in the context, are made: (1) Because of the
financial-related problems cited in this study, divisions of
student affairs throughout higher education should continually
evaluate the delivery system of their services and programs.
(2) Because several of the problem areas that had the greatest
negative impact upon the student affairs community are related
to economic-related factors, public supported institutions of
higher education should formulate sets of strategies designed
to offset the inevitable losses of financial support.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The role of student personnel services in American higher
education has changed dramatically during the past 25 years.
Student personnel services have shifted from the role of the
campus disciplinarian force to a broad range of campus services
designed to assist students in their total development. In
terms of meeting the wide spectrum of college students' needs,
student personnel services have been elevated to a position
of prominence within the higher education enterprise.
In rising to its position of prominence in higher education,
the student personnel work profession has progressed through
some extremely difficult and troublesome times. For example,







the 1960's; they were
Vietnam Era; and they
budget priority lists of many colleges and universities
the 1970's and 1980's.
development of higher education
subjected to the student protests
were often shuffled to the bottom
Admittedly, while college student personnel work does
focus on affective development, it also plays a major support
role in the cognitive development of students. Proponents of
student personnel services support the idea that the entire
campus should be a classroom committed to providing meaningful
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educational and social experiences for students. Further,
many student affairs administrators suggest that student
services exist for the purpose of humanizing the educational
experiences of the individual student. This humanizing
experience transpires through many avenues of campus
living--whether it be in the classroom, in residence halls,
through participation in student government activities, or
through an intramural program.
The philosophical foundation of student personnel services
that places major emphasis on the developmental needs of college
students is perhaps more clearly understood today than ever
before; however, there are other forces on the horizon which
could substantially alter the implementation of this philosophy.
These forces include budget cuts, property tax rebellions,
enrollment declines coupled with the problem of student
attrition, and increased intervention into the framework of
academic institutions by governmental agencies. All of the
aforementioned forces portend difficult times in the 1980's
(Deegan, 1978).
Increasingly, administrators of programs of student
personnel services are being called upon to be more effective
in their planning, to redefine and modify organizational
structures, and to find ways to bring more control and
flexibility to the budgeting process and staffing patterns
(Shaffer, 1973). Further, student personnel administrators
need to be more effective in assessing student needs, in
evaluating programs, in determining problematic areas, and
in providing proactive leadership within a more democratic
3
and legalistic framework (Harpel, 1977).
The intent of this study is to provide meaningful data
which college and university administrators can use in their
efforts to better align and administer their programs of
student personnel services.
Purpose of the Study
Today in higher education, it is encumbent upon student
personnel administrators to periodically evaluate their programs
of student personnel services in order to generate recommen-
dations for needed change. Such evaluation should assist
institutions in determining if its student personnel organi-
zational structure allows for an effective delivery system,
in the identification of problem areas having the greatest
negative impact upon the delivery system, and in determining
which steps should be implemen:.ed in order to overcome the
organizational deficiencies and problematic areas.
Critics of higher education, in recent times, have hailed
the proposal that institutions turn their energies from quantity
to quality of education. Colleges and universities need to
reshape their organizational structures and philosophies to
meet the needs and challenges of the 21st century, according
to the critics kCarnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Education, 1980). Foxley (1980) supported this position by
stating that it is inevitable that college and university
administrators examine their existing programs and services.
He further expounded on the following:
Many pressures from both on and off campus have
4
created a need for increasingly sophisticated
administration of colleges and universities.
These pressures have included the demand for
accountability by governing and sponsoring
institutions, the stablization or decline
of enrollments with resulting fiscal hardships,
and the aftereffects of the rapid expansion
of both human and physical resources in the
1960's. (p. 55)
Statement of the Problem
Some experts feel that the need to reexamine and redefine
the organizational structures of divisions of student personnel
services will contribute strategically to the future survival
of the student personnel work profession (Nelson & Murphy,
1980). Further, the need for divisions of student personnel
services to serioucly address the many problematic areas
demands that the major problems impacting upon the profession
be identified and appropriate corrective action be implemented.
Recognizing that selected problems have a negative impact upon
the student personnel work profession, the question that must
be dealt with is on which of the identifiable problems will
administrators focus their attention.
Student personnel literature shows that there are consider-
able differences among college and university administrators
as to how student personnel services can be most effectively
organized (Appleton, Moore &.Vinton, 1978). The current
status of organizational structures of selected colleges and
5
universities was determined by conducting a survey. The
survey sought information from student personnel administrators
as to where each of the typically defined student personnel
functional areas reported within the organizational hierarchies.
Additionally, through the survey information was collected
from student personnel administrators relative to their
perceptions of the impact of selected problems on their
abilities to effectively carry out their assigned responsi-
bilities.
The purpose of the study was two-fold: (1) to report on
the current organizational structures of divisions of student
personnel services in selected colleges and universities and
(2) to determine the impact of selected problems on programs
of student personnel services throughout higher education.
It is expected that the effects impinging upon the reorganization
of student personnel services will be recognizable.
Limitations of the Study 
The study, through the use of the questionnaire, reported
on the current status of the student personnel organizational
structures and problematic areas of selected colleges and
universities in the United States. Colleges and universities
included in the study were limited to those institutions that
(1) had enrollments between 7,500 and 14,999 students, (2) were
public-supported, and (3) were primarily residential. To
protect the confidentiality of the respondents, the names of
the institutions will not be provided in the study but are on
file with the writer.
6
Definition of Terms 
The following terms are used in the study. The terms
and their definitiors are as follows:
1. Student personnel services: Services generally
regarded by experts in the field of student personnel work
as those mainly designed to meet the developmental and
personal needs of college students. It is important to
note that there is not consensus among educators as to the
classification of each of the services included in the study.
For example, many educators would argue that the functional
areas of admissions, recruitment, and records and registration
should be classified as academic rather than student personnel.
2. Chief student personnel administrators: Institutional
personnel charged with the responsibility of providing overall
leadership to those services administered within the division
of student personnel services.
3. Administrative organizational structure: Most colleges
and universities are divided administratively into four major
divisions (academic affairs, business affairs, institutional
advancement or development, and student affairs).
4. Selected problem areas: Problem areas that generally
have a negative impact upon the chef student personnel admini-
strator's ability to effectively administer student personnel
services and programs.
5. Perceived impact: The chief student personnel admini-
strator's perception of the varying degrees of negative impact
that each selected problematic area has on his/her ability to
effectively administer the student personnel services programs
7
Sum:nary
Student personnel services is an integral component of
the higher education enterprise. Therefore, if student
personnel services are to remain a significant force in
higher education, then the effectiveness of personnel, services
and programs, organizational structure, and delivery system
must continue to be critically examined. Because of the
recognized importance of this field, the purpose of the
study was two-fold: (1) to report how selected colleges and
universities were organizing their programs of student personnel
services and (2) to examine the impact of selected problems
on programs of student personnel services throughout higher
education.
It is extremely difficult to determine how institutions
will be governed, organized, and administered in the future;
however, based on related factors, educators can predict that
there will be profound changes in the present organizational
structures and philosophies of colleges and universities.
This study focused on the current status of organizational
structures of divisions of student personnel services in
selected institutions of higher education and reported on




REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
During the past 25 to 30 years, numerous studies of the
organizational structures of institutions of higher education
have been conducted--the vast majority of which have analyzed
the executive and chief administrative levels of selected
colleges and universities. According to Ayers and Russel
(1966), one of the most exhaustive studies dealing with the
organization and administration of American institutions of
higher education was undertaken by the U.S. Office of Education
Examined in this study were the line and staff organizational
charts of more than 600 institutions of higher education.
Surveyed were institutions--both private and public--offering
associate, baccalaureate, masters, and doctoral degrees.
Based upon a comprehensive review of similar studies, a
hypothetical organizational structure was formulated to
include the following four major divisions: (1) academic
affairs, (2) student services, (3) business management,
and (4) institutional development. It was the judgement
of ttie U.S. Office of Education that these four administrative
divisions comprise the majority of institutions of higher
education in this country. The survey results indicated that,
in general, the administrative organizations of institutions
of higher education have been established without benefit of
8
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critic:11 attention. Once established, they have inclined
the institutions toward a rigidity which is rarely adaptable
to changing times, circumstances, or special needs and problems.
Among the organizational deficiencies cited were the following:
(1) too many officers reporting to the president, (2) student
personnel functions, in particular, uncoordinated and scattered
among a number of officers and faculty members, (3) academic
administration not clearly identified, and (4) scant attention
given to institutional development as a distinct category of
general administration. With all of the above, it was concluded
that organizational planning is an area of clearly marked
weaknesses among institutions of higher education. Two salient
recommendations culminating from this ambitious undertaking
were (1) colleges and universities must continually evaluate
their organizational structures and (2) appropriate constructive
actions must be implemented if institutions are to be more
effective in the realization of their institutional goals,
conservation of institutional resources, and reap greater
efficiency in cost and operation.
Because of the abundance of related literature that
substantiates the findings of the U.S. Office of Education
study, the remainder of this chapter will be focused primarily
on those studies applicable to the organizational structures
of programs of student personnel services. While there has
been a scarcity of such studies, a landmark study applicable
to the organizational structures of programs of student
per.,onnel services was conducted by Feder. Feder's study
(195b ) ontitled "The Administration of Student Personnel
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Progrars in American Colleges and Universities" highlighted
the need for sound organizational structures among programs
of student personnel services. Feder found that poorly
conceptualized organizational structures would pose serious
problems in the coordination and delivery of services and
programs. Therefore, when programs of student personnel
services are not closely coordinated through organizational
structure or service rendered, there will be a variety of
specialized administrators who deal with the overall, over-
lapping, and interdepartmental functions of specialized
programs.
Since World War II, there appears to be two identifiable
trends that have influenced the organization and administration
of programs of student personnel services (Chandler, 1973)
The first is manifested in the writings of recognized student
personnel experts such as Wrenn (1951), Mueller (1961), and
Williamson (1961). These leaders conceptualized a framework
for student personnel work based on the "student personnel
point of view." Three assumptions regarding students are
the foundation of this viewpoint. They are (1) individual
differences among students are anticipated, (2) the student
is conceived of and treated as a functioning whole, and
(3) teaching, counseling, extra-class activities, and other
organized educational efforts start from where the student
is--not from where the institution would prefer the student
to be. A second trend is more contemporary in nature and is
generally referred to as "student development." This trend
suggests that the entire campus should be involved in facilitating
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the behavioral development of the student. The student is
assessed as to where he/she is in terms of his/her goals, with
emphasis on the meaningful involvement of the student within
the educational environment. Chandler (1973) contrasts the
two trends by suggesting that student personnel services
staff members often find themselves in a role similar to
that of a service station attendant, waiting for customers
and reacting to their declared needs whereas student development
is considered a preventive, proactive, collaborative role with
the staff moving outward. The two approaches are not only
separated by the nature of the duties performed but also by
an attitude about why and how the work is to be accomplished.
The difference is not so much concept as it is practice.
The review of the literature failed to reflect consensus
among student personnel experts as to what functional areas
should comprise the organizational structures of programs of
student personnel services. Hershenson (1970) proposed that
the student personnel organizational structure in a compre-
hensive college or university should include the following
four areas: (1) internal coordinating functions--central
administration, student records and registration, research
component, in-service training, and fund raising, (2) orienting
functions--recruiting, admissions, testing, orientation,
academic advisement, foreign student advisement, financial
aid, placement services, alumni relations, and community
relations, (3) supportive functions--health services,
counseling services, psychodiagnostic testing, speech and
hearing services, administration of student activities
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facilities, religious groups and programs, residence halls,
greeks, commuter facilities and services, food services, and
campus stores, and (4) educative functions--remedial education,
discipline procedures, student government, student activities
programs, student-faculty relations, and student/community/
cultural relations.
Wilder (1980), in his study of the organizational
structures of student personnel services, took a different
approach than did Hershenson. Wilder proposed that the division
of student personnel services should be organized into the
following functional areas: (1) scholastic services--
recruitment, admissions, financial aid, orientation, academic
advising, and records and registration, (2) student services--
health services, counseling services, career planning and
placement, co-op, and housing, and (3) student life--student
centers, student organizations, student government, greeks,
intramurals, and minorities.
Wilder's organizational model differs only slightly from
the traditional services and specialized functions developed
by the NASPA Division of Professional Development and Standards
(Ruthenberg, 1971). According to Ruthenberg, the four major
functional areas comprising professional programs of student
personnel services were the following: (1) caring functions--
counseling services, health services, placement, and financial
aid, (2) control functions--recruitment, admissions, and
housing, (3) co-curricular and extracurricular functions--
student government, greeks, clubs and organizations, recreation,
and intramurals, and (4) educational and development functions--
13
new students, remedial services, specialized programs of
culturally different students, and educational programs in
residence halls.
According to a survey conducted by two well-known student
personnel experts, Crookston and Atkyns (1974), the most common
organizational arrangement of programs of student personnel
services is the centralized line-staff structure, which is
found in approximately 80 percent of colleges and universities.
In this arrangement, staff members use a narrow range of skills
to perform a single function, and they often have few formal
relationships with each other, not to mention with individuals
and programs outside the student personnel services area.
As more student personnel workers become adept at goal-setting,
assessment, and other skills required for student development,
the internal organization tends to move toward what Crookston
and Atkyns found to be the second most prevalent structure--
the decentralized program arrangement.
found in eleven percent of the colleges




of centralized and decentralized structures (nine percent).
According to Crookston and Atkyns, the latter arrangement
could well grow in popularity during the latter part of the
20th century.
Historically, most colleges and universities have
organized their student personnel functions into separate
units under the umbrella of the division of student personnel
services (Appleton, Moore & Vinton, 1978). This centralized
approach remains even today on most campuses. However, the
19
conditions that led to this arrangement are changing rapidly.
Because of increased economic pressures, faculty members are
somewhat more inclined toward academic
and recruiting responsibilities. This
sibilities supports the aspirations of





Contemporary factors and problems have prompted efforts
to align student personnel services more closely with academic
affairs in order to improve retention rates, better utilize
faculty and staff, and more effectively deal with other
programmatic concerns. Several approaches have been taken.
The University of Pennsylvania and the
for example, have placed their student
exclusively under their chief academic





University of Minnesota, on the other hand, have decentralized
selected essential student personnel services into the academic
affairs community (Appleton, et al.). Other institutions such
as Oregon State University have granted student personnel
workers academic rank (Appleton, et al.). In the articulation
of student personnel services to the academic community,
Appleton, Moore, and Vinton identified four major conditions
that have to be dealt with realistically. First, student
personnel services does not have line authority over academic
units, although it does administer specific student services
that directly affect academic units--such as financial aid,
admissions, personal counseling, and career advisement.
Second, in most universities student personnel resources
15
are scattered throughout the various academic departments
and schools, as well as in student personnel units. Co-
ordination of these resources is limited, if not lacking.
In some cases, efforts overlap; in others, resources are
shockingly under-utilized. Third, academic units have
significant differences in educational philosophy,
orientation of faculty toward students, unit size, student
body composition, student needs, and relative power on campus.
Finally, concern for the non-academic needs of students is
without focus in most academic departments. Hence, the
non-academic and academic lives of students are disparate,
if not divorced. These observations lead Appleton, Moore,
and Vinton tc conclude that proper management dictates
that (1) responsibility for meeting student needs be placed
on both the academic unit and the division of student personnel
services, (2) centralized student personnel services be linked
to the academic units, (3) differences among the various
academic units be accommodated, and (4) general policies
and student programming be publicized and central resources
optimally utilized.
Miller and Prince (1977) concluded in their book entitled
The Future of Student Affairs that the key to a successful
student personnel program is the imaginative and efficient
use of available resources, not necessarily the organizational
structure in which it operates. Nevertheless, the structure,
according to Miller and Prince, does influence programming
and, therefore, the need for alternatives in organizational
structures exist.
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"arshall (1970) reported that leaders/persons in higher
education, during the last few years, have observed the need
for reorganization of the functional areas that comprise the
student personnel services area. Marshall points out, however,
that it may be impossible to move organizationally into a
human development model with the bureaucracy that exists on
most campuses. This substantiates what Crookston (1975)
found in an earlier study. Tilley, in his study (1973),
addressed the need for colleges and universities to reorganize
programs of student personnel services. Tilley purported that
administrative and organizational changes are required to off-
set the current shift in the political climate of education
from expansion and affluence to retrenchment and scarcity.
According to Jones (1978), the conflicting mixture of
functions and responsibilities which have been allocated to
student personnel services over several stressful decades of
expansion has produced what some feel is a weak structure.
One of the most practical suggestions for coping with this
problem calls for two separate branches of student personnel
services--student development and student management.
Shaffer (1973), an acknowledged leader in the student
personnel work field, reported that improving organizational
effectiveness was a complex challenge confronting all colleges
and universities. Shaffer concluded that in most institutional
settings, budget restrictions, new evaluative procedures, cost
benefit analyses, and other problems prohibited the addition
of qualified staff members. Shaffer suggested that the entire
organizational structure be treated as a client, that by
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reallocating expenditure of energy to contribute maximally
to institutional goal achievement, the worth of student
personnel functions would become visible, their contributions
and achievements recognized, and their role in organizational
effectiveness enhanced. In the same year, the results of a
proposed reorganization of programs of student personnel
services (Hurst, Weigel, Morrill, & Richardson, 1973) were
that the process of implementing organizational change is
laden with complications and complexities. Such problems
result from interplay between the variables of organizational
structure, individual personalities, past expectations, and
resistance to change.
Klopf (1968) maintained that student personnel admini-
strators are normally too busy with the major and minor crises
of the day to spend enough time looking into the future. In
one sense, this may be good because a clear picture of the
years ahead in collegiate student personnel work might cause
practitioners to turn to other fields. In another sense,
however, failure to analyze current trends and foresee
predictable problems may cause many student personnel
administrators to operate on an
out fires and picking up pieces
an educational force within the
emergency basis--putting
rather than functioning as
college and university community.
Klopf suggests that there are other ways by which student
personnel services can and
however, are sufficient to




some of the challenges of
meet these challenges, the chief
student personnel officer will need to be increasingly
18
efficient and effective in the performance of his/her admini-
strative function. Among the problems and issues which will
have to be addressed are the following: (1) integrating
student personnel staff members and their efforts into the
mainstream of institutional activity, (2) meeting the admini-
strative problems caused by the traditional territorial
separation of programs and activities, hence the need for
a unified and coordinated administrative approach, (3) re-
cruiting, selecting, and training new staff members,
(4) providing for and stimulating the continuous professional
growth of the personnel staff, (5) improving relationships
and increasing cooperation between the various student
personnel specialities such as health services, psychological
counseling, admissions, testing, residence halls, financial
aid, etc., (6) providing services designed to meet the needs
of special segments of the student body such as graduate,
foreign, commuting, and married students, (7) utilizing
the services of faculty members more effectively and
improving faculty-student relationships, (8) interpreting
student personnel needs in both qualitative and quantitative
terms to other academic administrators and faculty members,
(9) establishing procedures for the continuous evaluation
of student personnel programs and services, and (10) achieving
organizational balance among the various student personnel
programs, services, and functions within the student personnel
services division.
While much has been written about the need for organi-
zational change within the field of student personnel services,
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one of the most significant earlier treatments o: this subject
was publicized in an article by Crookston and Blaesser (1962).
They identified certain problem areas and needs associated
with crucial restructuring: (1) reorganization poses a
potential threat to the roles of the persons involved
within the organization, (2) the staff should participate
actively in the conceptualization of any restructuring,
(3) the staff should have input into the decision-making
process regarding the specific changes to be implemented,
and (4) any reorganization should be
of its goals and objectives.
Harvey (1974) predicted
personnel work would undergo
reassessed in light
that the field of student
massive changes during the
next 25 years. He stated that student personnel services
would begin to merge with other administrative units; it
would be called upon to provide leadership in the phasing
out of the concept of "in-loco-parentis," and would have to
perceive functions and paradigms--particularly counseling
curriculum, ombudsman, and environment--rather than offices.
Harvey further said that the last five years had brought a
major identity crisis to the field of student personnel admini-
stration. This crisis, however, was a healthy one, for out
of it emerged new visions of appropriate personnel functions.
Humphries (1977) stated that student personnel admini-
strators on many campuses were neither faculty nor administrative.
He reaoned that if the student personnel services area is
faculty, it is usually without benefit of rank, tenure, and
departmental affiliation; if the student personnel services
20
area is administration, it is usually the most expendable
division because its functions can be conveniently decentralized
and reassigned. This "expendability" explains, at least in
part, the move by several colleges and universities during
the past few years to either drastically reduce or even
eliminate the student personnel divisions as an economy
move. It is easy to defend, according to Humphries, an
institution's academic and fiscal administrative functions,
but it is more difficult in times of economic stress to
defend a wide variety of student personnel service functions.
As a result, some institutions have experimented with organi-
zational patterns that place all student personnel functions
in the hands of the faculty--as they were in the past.
In Deegan's Book (1978) entitled Managing Student Affairs,
it was reported that many student personnel programs have
already started the retrenching process as evidenced by the
elimination of courses, reduction of maintenance, and cutting
of administrative and clerical staff. Deegan stated that
enrollment and funding prospects for many colleges and
universities are currently very discouraging because of the
much publicized decline in birth rate. Deegan reported that
between 1979 and 1992 the number of 18-year-olds in the United
States was projected to decline by 26 percent--from 4.3 to 3.2
million. While some experts believe that the projected decline
in the college-age population can be offset, in part, by
increased enrollment of students over 25, many analysts
believe that a decline of between five and 30 percent in
full-time enrollment is inevitable. Virtually every state
21
will feel the effect of such a decline, the exception being
the rapidly expanding areas in the West and South.
A recent study conducted by Nelson and Murphy (1980)
represents an attempt to identify ways in which student
personnel services and programs might change as a result
of enrollment and budget reductions. The study, initiated
in 1979, was designed to answer the following questions:
1. What specific student personnel services, programs,
or functions may be eliminated as a result of enrollment and
budget reductions?
2. What specific student personnel services, programs,
or functions may be reduced as a result of enrollment and
budget reductions?
3. What specific student personnel services, programs,
or functions will remain unchanged regardless of enrollment
and budget reductions?
4. What new student personnel services, programs, or
functions may be established to meet the changing needs that
may result from enrollment and budget reductions?
The survey included student personnel administrators from
72 state-supported colleges and universities representing
states. The most significant conclusion of this study was
the lack of consensus among the participants concerning
specific student personnel services, programs, and functions
to be eliminated. Therefore, student personnel services,
programs, and functions that might be eliminated in order
to accommodate enrollment and budget reductions probably
will vary from campus to campus and will be accomplished
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as a result of factors and conditions related to the
respective situation/institution.
Results of the study suggested that college and university
student personnel administrators routinely survey the needs
of their students to determine the relative importance of
each student personnel service or program on the campus.
This analysis will permit administrators to retain, consoli-
date, or curtail student personnel programs on the basis of
each program's contribution to student needs. Study results
also implied that existing services and programs are going
to be reduced, subsequently leading to staff reductions.
Long-range planning will enable staff reduction to occur
through normal attrition and departmental transfers rather
than through dismissal, which often leads to hardships for
both the employer and the employee.
SUMMARY
It is extremely difficult to predict precisely how
institutions will be governed, organized, and administered
during the last quarter of the 20th century (McConnell, 1970).
However, most observers conclude that there will be profound
changes in the present pattern of authority and influence
among those parties who occupy a major role in the future of
colleges and universities. With all of the projected changes,
it is critical that student personnel administrators actively
participate in redesigning the structure and processes of
institutional governance. Failure to do so will result in
a peripheral position for the student personnel services
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area. In light of the planless and stressful "gerrybuilding"
of student personnel services that has emerged during the past
several decades, the student personnel services area has
become an illogical, sometimes conflicting, mixture of
functions and responsibilities (Prior, 1973). In this
weak and confused position, student personnel services has
been susceptible to a variety of misperceptions as to its
role and to false expectations of its competence in other
sectors of the institution. According to Hurst and Ivey
(1973), the role of student personnel services has
traditionally been reactive rather than proactive. Even
some of the current student personnel efforts which emphasize
prevention rather than remediation are still responding to
crisis situations with little thought for determining what
should or can be existent in the university community.
If student personnel services is to have a strategic
role in the evolving mission of colleges and universities,
more time and energy must be directed toward planning for
the future. Such planning may eventually call for a complete
radicalization of the foundations on which student personnel
has rested for the past 50 years.
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES OF RESEARCH
The purpose of this study was to report on the current
organizational structure of divisions of student personnel
services in selected colleges and universities and to determine
the impact of selected problems on programs of student personnel
services primarily through the analysis of data gathered from
a questionnaire. The procedure for conducting the study was
designed as follows:
1. Selection and Use of the Questionnaire
2. Selecting the Respondents
3. Surveying the Respondents
4. Treatment of the Data
Selection and Use of the Questionnaire
The writer used the questionnaire as the primary
instrument for gathering the data for the following two main
reasons: (1) It was the most feasible means of contacting
the institutions to be surveyed, and (2) The belief was that
adequate data could be collected from the use of the question-
naire. "If a questionnaire is carefully developed in light
of the objectives of the study and it provides the kind of
data needed, it is perfectly capable of yielding reasonable
results" (Barr, Davis, & Johnson, 1953).
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The questionnaire selected for the study was a
modification of a questionnaire developed by Jerry R. Wilder.
(See Appendix A.) Wilder's questionnaire was selected because
of its ppplicability and simplicity, and because the writer
was unable to identify other survey instruments that would
yield the data needed to conduct the study. Wilder's
questionnaire was divided into the following six parts:
(I) Demographic Data, (II) Organizational Structure,
(III) Personnel, (IV) Financial Resources, (V) Perceived
Values and Success of Student Personnel Services, and
(VI) Impact of Selected Problems on Student Personnel
Services. Only those survey items from parts II and VI
were utilized in this study.
The data collected from the modified questionnaire
provided information which was used to describe the current
organizational structures of selected programs of student
personnel services and to determine the perceived impact of
selected problems on programs of student personnel services.
Selecting the Respondents
An important concern was the selection of respondents
who could provide the desired data. Therefore, it was
determined that chief student personnel administrators who
were charged with the responsibility of providing overall
leadership to those services administered within the division
of student personnel services would be in the best position
to describe their organizational structures and to rate
the perceived impact of selected problems on their
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Institutions' abilities to administer their respective
programs. As outlined in Chapter I, the study surveyed
only those institutions in American higher education that
had (1) enrollments between 7,500 and 14,999 students,
(2) were public-supported, and (3) were primarily residential.
These particular institutions were selected because of their
similarities to Western Kentucky University. Also, it was
believed that these institutions would provide an adequate
data base from which to draw conclusions and make recommen-
dations.
Surveying the Respondents 
After the questionnaire and institutions were selected
for the study, the next step was to initiate the survey. A
list of 129 colleges and universities that qualified for the
study was obtained from the Manual of Accredited Institutions
of Post-Secondary Education.
On October 18, 1982, 129 questionnaires were mailed to
the pool of colleges and universities. In an effort to insure
valid responses, a set of directions for each part of the
questionnaire was provided. Also included in the correspondence
was a personal letter which explained the nature of the study.
On November 24, 1982, 36 days after the initial mailing,
a follow-up letter and questionnaire (Appendix B) were sent
to those institutions who had not returned the questionnaire.
At that time, 61 or 49 percent of the questionnaires had been
returned. The follow-up letter reaffirmed the importance of
the study and encouraged the chief student personnel admini-
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strators to complete and return the questionnaire by
December 15, 1982. The second mailing produced 19 returns
by December 23, 1982. Cumulatively, a total of 80 or 62
percent of the questionnaires had been returned. Because
of the low return of the second mailing, a third mailing
did not seem practical. It was also determined that a 60
percent return would satisfactorily meet the requirements
of the study.
Treatment of the Data
The questionnaire was utilized to collect the data for
the study. Part II of the questionnaire sought information
about where each of the typically defined student personnel
functional areas reported. The services listed in the
questionnaire are generally regarded by experts in the field
of student personnel work as those mainly designed to meet
the developmental and personal needs of college students.
These student personnel functions were divided into three
sub-areas: (1) scholastic services, (2) student services,
and (3) student life (See Appendix A).
The instructions requested the respondents to indicate
where each of the student personnel service areas reported
within the institutions' organizational structures. The
institutions' organizational structures were divided into
the four following major divisions: (1) academic affairs,
(2) business affairs, (3) development, and (4) student
affairs. These administrative areas exist in the majority
of institutions of higher education throughout this country,
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according to an exhaustive study conducted by the U.S.
Office of Education (Ayers and Russell, 1970). A fifth
category defined as "Other" was included to record those
student personnel areas that did not report to the four
major administrative areas outlined before. Percentages
were computed for each student personnel area for convenience
of interpretation and to make comparisons and/or contrasts
in the presentation of the data.
Part VI of the questionnaire was designed to collect
information on how the chief student personnel administrators
perceived the negative effect of 37 selected problem areas
on their abilities to administer their programs of student
personnel services. Each of the 37 problem areas was to be
rated from one to seven, ranging from no negative impact to
having great negative impact. Ratings were tabulated to
determine a mean score for each selected problem. Based
upon the mean score, each problem was listed in rank order
from one to 37, ranging from those having the greatest negative
effect to those having the least negative effect.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Questionnaires were mailed to 129 chief student affairs
officers representing colleges and universities throughout
the United States. Within two months of mailing the initial
questionnaires and one follow-up letter, the survey was
completed. Eighty questionnaires or 62 percent were returned
and comprise the data presented in this chapter.
Data for each item on the questionnaire have been compiled
and percentages, mean scores, and rani placement are used in
describing the data. Further, tables are utilized to enable
the reader to more clearly and readily understand the data.
Data in this chapter are presented in the following two
sections: Current Organizational Structures of Student
Personnel Services and Perceived Impact of Selected Problems
on Student Personnel Services. Therefore, the data presented
are in the same order as they appeared in the questionnaire.
Current Organizational Structures
of Student Personnel Services
Each of the 21 student personnel functions of the
questionnaire are individually analyzed. As reported in
Chapter III, this section of the questionnaire sought infor-
mation about where each of the typically defined student
personnel functional areas reported. The 21 student
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personnel functions are divided into three sub-areas:
(I) scholastic services, (2) student services, and (3) student
life. Findings are reported for each of these sub-areas. An
analysis of the responses revealed that some student personnel
functional areas reported to more than one administrative
division and some areas were not reported at all. This
accounts for some diversity in the number of responses
among the various functional areas.
Scholastic Services
For the purposes of this study, the six student personnel
functions listed in Table 1 are defined as Scholastic Services
Table I reveals the number of responses and corresponding
percentages for each of the six student personnel functions
in terms of where each function reports within the insti-
tution's organizational structure. The institution's
organizational structure is divided into the following
major divisions: (1) Academic Affairs, (2) Business Affairs,
(3) Development, (4) Student Affairs, and (5) Other.
1. Recruitment. Thirty-eight, or 46 percent, of the
chief student affairs officers surveyed placed recruitment
under academic affairs, while 31, or 37 percent, placed
recruitment under student affairs. Eight, or 10 percent,
placed recruitment under development and six, or seven
percent, placed recruitment under "other." The data indicate
that recruitment generally reports to the academic affairs




FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES AND TABULATED PERCENTAGES
FOR THE STUDENT PERSONNEL FUNCTIONS LISTED
UNDER SCHOLASTIC SERVICES
Student Academic Business Develop- Student Other
Personnel Affairs Affairs ment Affairs
Function N-% N-% N-% N-% N-%
1. Recruitment 38-46 0-0 8-10 31-37 6-7
2. Admissions 40-49 1-1 7-9 28-34 6-7
3. Financial 12-15 8-10 1-1 59-72 2-2
Aid
4. Orientation 8-9 0-0 1-1 75-88 1-1
5. Academic 67-78 0-0 0-0 16-19 2-2
Advising
6. Records and 49-60 1-1 3-4 22-27 6-7
Registration
2. Admissions. Forty, or 49 percent, of those surveyed
placed admissions under academic affairs and 28, or 34 percent,
placed admissions under student affairs. Seven, or nine percent,
placed admissions under development and six, or seven percent,
placed admissions under "other." The data indicate that
admissions generally reports to either academic or student
affairs.
3. Financial Aid. Fifty-nine, or 72 percent, of those
surveyed placed financial aid under student affairs. Twelve,
or 15 percent, placed financial aid under academic affairs
and eight, or 10 percent, placed financial aid under business
affairs. The data indicate that financial aid generally
reports to student affairs.
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4. Orientation. Seventy-five, or 88 percent, of those
surveyed placed orientation under student affairs. Eight,
or nine percent, placed orientation under academic affairs.
The data indicate that orientation reports, with a few
exceptions, to student affairs.
5. Academic Advising. Sixty-seven, or 78 percent, of
those surveyed placed academic advising under academic affairs.
Sixteen, or 19 percent, placed academic advising under student
affairs. The data indicate that academic advising reports
most of the time to academic affairs with some reporting to
student affairs.
6. Records and Registration. Forty-nine, or 60 percent
of those surveyed placed records and registration under
academic affairs. Twenty-two, or 27 percent, placed records
and registration under student affairs and six, or seven
percent, placed records and registration under "other."
The data indicate that records and registration reports
most of the time to academic affairs with some reporting
to student affairs.
For the student personnel functions listed under Scholastic
Services, the findings indicate that financial aid, orientation,
and academic advising reported most of the time to one division.
Financial aid and orientation reported to the Division of
Student Affairs, and academic advising reported to the
Division of Academic Affairs. Findings indicated that
recruitment and admissions were fairly evenly distributed
between the Divisions of Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.
Records and registration tended to report more often to the
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Division of Academic Affairs than to Student Affairs.
Student Services
Table 2 contains data relative to the six student
personnel functions listed under Student Services. The
table shows the frequency of responses and tabulated
percentages for each student personnel function listed.
7. Counseling Services. Seventy-five, or 91 percent,
of those surveyed indicated that counseling services reported
to student affairs. Only six, or seven percent, placed
counseling services under academic affairs. The data
indicate that counseling services mainly report to student
affairs.
8. Health Services. The overwhelming majority, 75, or
93 percent, of the chief student personnel officers surveyed
placed health services under student affairs. The data
indicate that health services almost exclusively reports to
student affairs.
9. Career Planning and Placement. Seventy, or 85
percent, of those surveyed indicated that career planning
and placement reported to student affairs. Whereas, only
five, or six percent, indicated that career planning and
placement reported to development. The data indicate that
career planning and placement mainly reports to student
affairs.
10. Co-op. Thirty-two, or 55 percent, of those surveyed
indicated that co-op reported to student affairs. Twenty, or
34 percent, indicated that co-op reported to academic affairs.
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TABLE 2
FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES AND TABULATED PERCENTAGES
FOR THE STUDENT PERSONNEL FUNCTIONS LISTED
UNDER STUDENT SERVICES
Student Academic Business Develop- Student Other
Personnel Affairs Affairs ment Affairs
Function N-% N-% N-5. N-% N-%
7. Counseling 6-7 0-0 0-0 75-91 1-1
Services
8. Health 1-1 1-1 0-0 75-93 4-5
Services
9. Career 5-6 0-0 5-6 70-85 2-2
Planning and
Placement
10. Co-op 20-34 0-0 0-0 32-55 5-9
11. Housing 0-0 6-8 0-0 70-91 1-1
12. Minority 12-15 0-0 0-0 65-81 3-4
Affairs
Co-op had the fewest number of responses of the 21 student
personnel functions surveyed. The data indicate that co-op
report more to student affairs than to academic affairs.
11. Housing. Seventy, or 91 percent, of those surveyed
indicated that housing reported to student affairs. Six, or
eight percent, indicated that housing reported to business
affairs. The data indicate that housing generally reports
to student affairs.
12. Minority Students. Sixty-five, or 81 percent, of
those surveyed indicated that minority students reported to
student affairs. Twelve, or 15 percent, indicated that
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minority students reported to academic affairs. The data
indicate that minority students reports most of the time to
student affairs.
For the student personnel functions listed under Student
Services, the fi 'dings reveal that counseling services, health
services, and housing reported almost exclusively to the
Division of Student Affairs. Co-op tends to report more to
the Division of Student Affairs than to Academic Affairs.
Student Life
The following table includes data regarding the student
personnel functions listed under Student Life. Table 3
shows the frequency of responses and tabulated percentages
for each student personnel function listed.
13. Athletics. Twenty-nine, or 37 percent, of the chief
student personnel officers surveyed indicated that athletics
reported to "other.' Twenty-one, or 27 percent, indicated
that athletics reported to student affairs and 17, or 22
percent, indicated that athletics reported to business
affairs. The data indicate that athletics report more
often to "other" than student and business affairs.
14. Intramurals. Forty-two, or 53 percent, of those
surveyed indicated that intramurals reported to student
affairs and 24, or 30 percent, indicated that intramurals
reported to academic affairs. Eight, or 10 percent, indicated
that intramurals reported to "other." The data indicate that




FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES AND TABULATED PERCENTAGES
















13. Athletics 17-22 8-10 4-3 21-27 29-37
14. Intramurals 24-30 3-4 2-3 42-53 8-10
15. Greeks 0-0 0-0 1-1 77-99 0-0
16. Discipline 1-1 0-0 2-3 76-95 1-1
17. Honorary 27-31 0-0 0-0 56-65 3-3
Societies
18. Recreational 8-10 2-2 1-1 69-82 4-5
Activities
19. Student 0-0 4-5 0-0 74-94 1-1
Centers
20. Student 0-0 0-0 0-0 82-100 0-0
Organizations
21. Religious 2-3 0-0 0-0 63-84 10-13
Activities
15. Greeks. Seventy-seven, or 99 percent, of those
surveyed revealed that greeks reported to student affairs.
Greeks had the second highest percentage of the 21 student
personnel functi-)rs list - d The data affirm that greeks
almost totally report to student affairs.
16. Discipline. Seventy-six, or 95 percent, of those
surveyed indicated that discipline reported to student affairs.
Discipline had the third highest percentage of the 21 student
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personnel problems listed. The data indicate that discipline
generally reports to student affairs.
17. Honorary Societies. Fifty-six, or 65 percent, of
those surveyed indicated that honorary societies reported to
student affairs. Twenty-seven, or 31 percent, indicated that
honorary societies reported to academic affairs. The data
indicate that honorary societies report more to student
affairs than academic affairs.
18. Recreational Activities. Sixty-nine, or 82 percent,
of those surveyed indicated that recreational activities
reported to student affairs. Eight, or 10 percent, indicated
that recreational activities reported to academic affairs.
The data suggest that recreational activities report most
of the time to student affairs.
19. Student Centers. Seventy-four, or 94 percent, of
those surveyed indicated that student centers reported to
student affairs. Student centers had the fourth highest
percentage of the 21 student personnel functions listed.
The data indicate that student centers almost entirely
report to student affairs.
20. Student Organizations. Eighty-two, or 100 percent,
of those surveyed indicated that student organizations reported
to student affairs. Student organizations had the highest
percentage of the 21 student personnel functions listed. The
data indicate that student organizations totally report to
student affairs.
21. Religious Activities. Sixty-three, or 84 percent,
of those surveyed indicated that religious activities reported
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to student affairs. Ten, or 13 percent, indicated that
religious activities reported to "other." The data
indicate that religious activities report most of the time
to student affairs.
For the student personnel functions listed under Student
Life, the findings indicated that greeks, discipline, student
centers, and student organizations almost totally report to
the Division of Student Affairs. Recreational and religious
activities report most of the time to the Division of Student
Affairs. Intramurals and honorary societies tended to report
more to the Division of Student Affairs than Academic Affairs.
Finally, athletics reported more to the "other" category than
to the Divisions of Student and Academic Affairs.
Perceived Impact of Selected Froblems
On Student Personnel Services
Each of the 37 problem areas listed in Part VI of the
questionnaire was analyzed. Due to the length of the
questionnaire, the 37 problem areas are presented in three
separate groups. The groups consist of problem areas
1 through 12, 13 through 24, and 25 through 37. Tables are
used to present data for each of the groups.
Problem Areas 1 Through 12 
Table 4 contains data regarding the first 12 problem
areas included in the questionnaire. Frequency of responses,
mean score ratings, and rank placements are presented for
each problem area.
1. Inadequate Financial Resources. This problem area
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attained a mean score rating of 4.93 of a possible 7.0 and
received a rank placement of two. The data suggest that
great negative impact would be attributed to this problem
area.
TABLE 4
FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES, MEAN SCORE RATINGS, AND
RANK PLACEMENT FOR SELECTED PROBLEM
AREAS ONE THROUGH TWELVE
Problem





Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7_ Score ment
1. 1 3 12 13 12 30 10 4.93 2
2. 3 8 4 11 14 25 15 5.00 1
3. 18 16 10 19 11 6 0 3.09 23
4. 2 7 8 12 18 16 17 4.91 3
5. 7 19 12 13 20 15 4 4.01 11
6. 9 15 5 6 16 19 10 4.28 8
7. 11 19 14 20 10 2 4 3.26 21
8. 6 7 8 12 22 16 9 4.51 4
9. 2 11 14 18 16 16 3 4.19 9
10. 7 15 8 14 19 14 3 3.96 13
11. 19 9 10 11 13 12 6 3.63 19
12. 6 12 13 15 17 11 6 4.03 10
2. Cutbacks in Personnel. The highest ranking was
achieved by this problem area, attaining a mean score rating
of 5.00. The data indicate that the greatest negative impact
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was attributable to this problem area.
3. Need to Reorganize Administrative Structure. A mean
score rating of 3.09 and a rank placement of 23 was attained
by this problem area. The data indicate that little negative
impact would be attributed to this problem area.
4. Cutbacks in Student Financial Aid. This problem
area attained a mean score rating of 4.91 and received a
rank placement of three. The data indicate that great
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
5. Internal Intervention. This problem area achieved
a mean score rating of 4.01 and was ranked eleventh. The
data indicate that some negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
6. External Intervention by Governing Boards, Coordi-
nating Agencies, Etc. A ranking of eight was attained by
this problem area with a mean score rating of 4.28 The
data suggest that great negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
7. Risk of Legal Intervention. This problem area
attained a mean score rating of 3.26 and received a rank
placement of 21. From the data, it appears that little
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
8. Attrition/Retention of Students. A rank placement
of four was achieved by this problem area with a mean score
rating of 4.51. From the data, great negative impact would
be attributed to this problem area.
9. Student Apathy. This problem area received a mean
score rating of 4.19 and attained a rank placement of nine.
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The data indicate that great negative impact would be
attributed to this problem area.
10. Low Staff Morale. A mean score rating of 3.96 was
attained by this problem area, resulting in a ranking of
thirteenth. The data indicate that some negative impact
would be attributed to this problem area.
11. Declining Enrollments. This problem area attained
a mean score rating of 3.63 and a rank placement of 19. From
the data, little negative impact would be attributed to this
problem area.
12. Institutional Resistance to Change. A mean score
rating of 4.03 was attained by this problem area. A tenth
place ranking suggest that some negative impact would be
attributed to this problem area.
Problem Areas 13 Through 24 
Table 5 contains data regarding the second twelve problem
areas listed in Part VI of the questionnaire. Frequency of
responses, mean score ratings, and rank placements are
presented for each problem area.
13. Time Devoted to Disciplinarian Matters. This problem
area achieved a mean score rating of 2.98, attaining a rank
placement of 25. From the data, little negative impact
would be attributed to this problem area.
14. Growing Competition with Other University Communities 
for Funding. This problem area was ranked sixth and received
a mean score rating of 4.35. The data suggest that great
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
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TABLE 5
FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES, MEAN SCORE RATINGS, AND










Number 1 2 3_ 4_ 5 6_ _ 7 Score ment
13. 16 21 10 19 10 4 0 2.98 25
14. 4 11 8 16 18 17 6 4.35 6
15. 16 19 17 14 9 5 0 2.81 26
16. 17 20 21 13 5 4 0 2.64 31
17. 4 17 21 15 16 6 1 3.55 20
18. 13 10 13 15 16 7 6 3.70 18
19. 22 22 2 10 11 8 5 3.13 22
20. 8 12 7 22 22 7 2 3.84 15
21. 8 15 8 20 17 12 1 3.83 16
22. 3 9 10 13 26 15 4 4.39 5
23. 24 19 9 12 12 3 1 2.78 27
24. 25 20 9 12 9 4 0 2.71 29
15. Trend Toward MBO. A rank placement of 26 was attained
by this problem area, receiving a mean score rating of 2.81.
The data indicate that little negative impact would be
attributed to this problem area.
16. Changing Admission Requirements and Procedures. A
mean score rating of 2.64 was attained by this problem area,
resulting in a rank placement of 31. The data indicate that
very little or no negative impact would be attributed to this
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problem area.
17. Articulation/Communication of Student Affairs
Programs and Services. This problem area was ranked twentieth
and received a mean score rating of 3.55. From the data, it
appears that some negative impact would be attributed to this
problem area.
18. Gap Between Academic Affairs and Student Affairs
Programs and Services. This problem area received a mean
score rating of 3.70 and was ranked eighteenth. The data
indicate that some negative impact would be attributed to
this problem area.
19. Lack of Top  Level Administrative  Support. This
problem area received a mean score rating of 3.13 and was
ranked twenty-second. The data indicate that little negative
impact would be attributed to this problem area.
20. Inadequate Baseline Data in Student Affairs. A rank
placement of 15 was attained by this problem area, achieving
a mean score rating of 3.84. The data indicate that some
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
21. Lack of Monitoring and Evaluation of Student Personnel
Services. This problem area attained a rank placement of 16
and received a mean score rating of 3.83. From the data, it
is suggested that some negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
22. Limited Financial Resources for Staff and Program
Development. This problem area received a mean score rating
and rank placement of 4.39, and five, respectively. The data
indicate that great negative impact would be attributed to
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this problem area.
23. Abuses in Athletics. This problem area attained a
rank placement of 27 and received a mean score rating of
2.78. Therefore, the data suggest that little negative
impact would be attributed to this problem area.
24. Unnecessary Consolidation of Programs, Units, and 
Services. A mean score rating of 2.71 was attained by this
problem area and a ranking of twenty-ninth. An analysis of
the data reveal that very little or no negative impact would
be attributed to this problem area.
Problem Areas 25 Through 37 
Table 6 presents data regarding the remaining 13 problem
areas listed on Part VI of the questionnaire. Frequency of
responses, mean score ratings, and rank placements are given
for each problem.
25. Holding Power of Student Affairs Professionals. A
mean score rating of 2.73 was attained by this problem area,
resulting in a rank placement of 28. The data suggest that
little negative impact would be attributed to this problem
area.
26. Rapid Expansion into Mechanized/Computer Technology.
This problem area attained a mean score rating of 2.69 and
received a ranking of 30. The data reveal that very little
or no negative impact would be attributed to this problem
area.
27. Professional Negotiations. As indicated by a mean
score rating and rank placement of 2.63 and 32, respectively,
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very little or no negative impact would be attributed to
this problem.
TABLE 6
FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES, MEAN SCORE RATINGS, AND
RANK PLACEMENT FOR SELECTED PROBLEM AREAS
TWENTY-FIVE THROUGH THIRTY-SEVEN
Problem






Number 1 2 3 4 5 6_ 7_ Score ment
25. 18 28 9 12 9 4 0 2.73 28
26. 19 25 15 9 8 3 1 2.69 30
27. 37 12 7 5 8 9 2 2.63 32
28. 7 17 9 16 18 11 2 3.78 17
29. 6 15 13 14 18 11 3 3.85 14
30. 13 16 22 17 8 4 0 3.04 24
31. 28 17 20 9 6 0 0 2.35 36
32. 24 25 16 12 2 1 0 2.33 37
33. 19 24 16 13 7 1 0 2.60 33
34. 8 9 12 16 20 12 3 3.99 12
35. 4 10 6 19 21 16 4 4.34 7
36. 19 23 20 14 3 1 0 2.53 34
37. 28 20 13 12 4 3 0 2.41 35
28. Credibility of Higher Education by Public. This
problem area received a mean score rating of 3.78 and attained
a ranking of 17. Data suggest that little negative impact
would be attributed to this problem area.
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29. Territorial Competition for Administrative
Authority, Funding, Staffing, Etc. A rank placement of
14 was attained by this problem area with a 3.85 mean
score rating. From the data, indications are that some
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
30. Town versus Gown. A rank placement of 24 and a
mean score rating of 3.04 were compiled from this problem
area. Data indicate that little negative impact would be
attributed to this problem area.
31. Desegregation Plans. This problem area received a
rank placement of 36, making it the second lowest problem area
of the group. The data indicate that very little or no negative
impact would be attributed to this problem area.
32. Title IX. This problem area received the lowest
rank placement of the 37 surveyed. Thus, indications are
that very little or no negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
33. Equal Employment Opportunity. A mean score rating
of 2.60 and a rank placement of 33 was attained by this
problem area. The data suggest that very little or no
negative impact would be attributed to this problem area.
34. Inadequate Facilities. This problem area received
a mean score rating of 3.99 and was ranked twelfth. The
data indicate that some negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
35. Alcohol and Drug Usage Among Student Population.
Data indicate that great negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area, as revealed by its high mean score
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rating (4.34) and rank placement (seventh).
36. Expansion of International Admissions and Programs.
A ranking of 34 was attained by this problem area with a
mean score rating of 2.53. From the data, indications are
that very little or no negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
37. Student Involvement in Institutional Governance.
This problem area attained a rank placement of 35 and
received a mean score rating of 2.41. The data indicate
that very little or no negative impact would be attributed
to this problem area.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE STUDY
Summary
The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to report
on the current organizational structures of divisions of
student personnel services in selected colleges and univer-
sities and (2) to determine the impact of selected problems
on programs of student personnel services in higher education.
As stated in Chapter I, and documented in Chapter II, there
is a need to reexamine and redefine the organizational
structures of divisions of student personnel services
throughout higher education. Further, the need to seriously
address and remedy the many problematic areas in student
personnel services demands that the major problems initially
be identified and appropriate corrective actions taken. In
order to accomplish the stated purpose of this study,
questionnaires were mailed to 129 chief student
officers representing colleges and universities
the United States. The data collected from the





organizational structures of selected programs of student
personnel services and to determine the perceived impact
of selected problems on such programs. Data for each item
in the questionnaire were compiled and presented in Chapter IV.
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Percentages, mean scores, rank placements, and tables
were devised for a clear and orderly presentation of the
data.
Analysis of Data Related to the Current 
Organizational Structures of Student Personnel Services
Information was sought from chief student affairs admin-
istrators as to where each of the typically defined student
personnel functions reported within the institution's organi-
zational structure. The 21 student personnel functions
included in the questionnaire were generally regarded by
experts in the field of student personnel work as those
mainly designed to meet the developmental and personal
needs of college students. The student personnel functions
were divided into three sub-areas: (1) scholastic services,
(2) student services, and (3) student life.
A review of literature failed to reflect consensus among
student personnel experts as to which functional areas should
comprise the organizational structures of programs of student
personnel services. This review was substantiated by the
fact that only one student personnel function, student
organizations, reported 100 percent of the time to the
Division of Student Affairs. However, it should be pointed
out that three student life functional areas almost exclusively
reported to the Division of Student Affairs. These student
personnel functions included greeks (99 percent), discipline
(95 percent), and student centers (94 percent).
Student personnel functions classified as Scholastic
Services included only two, orientation (88 percent) and
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financial aid (72 percent), that generally reported to the
Division of Student Affairs. The functions of academic
advising (78 percent) and records and registration (60
percent) generally reported to the Division of Academic
Affairs. The function of admissions and recruitment were
fairly evenly distributed between Academic Affairs and
Student Affairs, with the edge going to Academic Affairs.
This arrangement/approach was surprising, since these
functions have traditionally been a part of the academic
affairs community. In recent years, however, these two
functions, in particular, have increasingly become integrated
into the Division of Student Affairs. It appears from these
findings that the function of academic advising will remain
an integral part of the Division of Academic Affairs on most
college and university campuses. A possible explanation is
that most institutions have adopted a philosophy that the
faculty member is the center of the learning process and,
therefore, the most appropriate person to provide academic
guidance. Further, the faculty member represents a particular
career field, as well as having a degree of expertise in an
academic discipline which is sought by students. As pointed
out, the student personnel function, records and registration
(60 percent), is still very much a part of the Division of
Academic Affairs. Yet, in recent years, there seems to have
been some shifting of this function from the Division of
Academic Affairs to the Division of Student Affairs.
Of the six student personnel functions classified as
Student Services, all but one, co-op, generally reports to
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the Division of Student Affairs. Health services, counseling
services, and housing report to the Division of Student Affairs
in over 90 percent of the institutions surveyed. The student
personnel functions of career planning and placement and
minority affairs reported to the Division of Student Affairs
85 and 81 percent of the time. Slightly over 50 percent of
the student personnel administrators surveyed indicated that
co-op reported to Student Affairs, while 34 percent reported
that co-op was a part of the Division of Academic Affairs.
Historically, most colleges and universities have
organized their student personnel functions into separate
units under the Division of Student Affairs. Based upon an
analysis of the data gained from this study, this centralized
approach remains, even today, on most college and university
campuses. Data gathered in this study reaffirm the findings
of Ayers and Russell's 1964 U.S. Office of Education Study.
Their findings, which were verified through recorded sessions
with college and university administrators, showed that the
organizational structures at most colleges and universities
included the four major divisions of academic affairs, student
affairs, business affairs, and development. Of the 21 student
personnel functions examined in this study, the only function
that had a moderate percentage of incidences where it reported
to an administrative division other than the four mentioned
above was athletics where 37 percent reported to "other."
It can be assumed that on most college and university campuses
having major athletic programs, the athletic administrator
reports directly to the chief executive officer--rather than
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tile chief administrative officers of academic affairs, business
affairs, development, or student affairs.
Analysis of Data Relative to the Perceived
Impact of Selected Problems on Student
Personnel Services
This part of the questionnaire yielded information as
to how the chief student affairs administrators perceived
the negative effect of 37 selected problem areas on their
ability to administer programs of student personnel services.
Each of the 37 problem areas were rated from one to seven,
ranging from having no negative impact to having the greatest
negative impact.
Many critics of the student personnel work area report
that the role of student personnel services has traditionally
been reactive rather than proactive. In other words, chief
student affairs administrators have not been very perceptive
in anticipating nor reacting to the numerous problems that
have plagued the student personnel work profession during
the past 50 years. While some of the current student personnel
efforts, according to Hurst and Ivey (1973), are emphasizing
prevention instead of remediation, many are still responding
to crisis situations with little thought for predetermining
problematic areas.
If student personnel services is to play a strategic role
in the evolving mission of colleges and universities, more
effort/energy must be directed toward planning for the
future. Such planning includes the identification of
problematic areas that should be appropriately addressed
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by the student affairs community. Table 7 lists in descending
order the problem areas that have the greatest negative impact
on student personnel services as perceived by the participating
chief student personnel officers.
TABLE 7
PROBLEM AREAS HAVING THE GREATEST NEGATIVE IMPACT
ON DIVISIONS OF STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES
PROBLEM AREA RANK ORDER
Cutbacks in Personnel 1
Inadequate Financial Resources 2
Cutbacks in Student Financial Aid 3
Attrition/Retention of Students 4
Limited Financial Resources for Staff 5
and Program Development
Growing Competition with Other University 6
Communities for Funding
Alcohol and Drug Usage Among Student
Population






It is interesting to note that of the nine problem areas
having the greatest negative impact, five (1, 2, 3, 5, and 6)
are directly related to the depressed state of the economy.
This is a relatively new phenomenon for higher education,
particularly the public sector, as it received surplus
54
suphort from state and federal agencies during years past.
Further, the problem area achieving the fourth highest
ranking (Attrition/Retention of Students) is indirectly
related to the financial woes facing higher education.
During the past three decades, educators have spent count-
less man-hours attempting to identify factors that can be
used to predict attrition, but have devoted little attention
to the actual prevention of attrition (Wilder, 1980). It is
now imperative that colleges and universities--the predicament
acknowledged--take stringent measures to implement effective
retention programs that will minimize the dropout potential
of their students. This challenge was definitely reaffirmed
by the findings of this study.
The problem area ranked seventh highest was Alcohol and
Drug Usage Among the Student Population. This problem area
is not new to higher education as it gained national exposure
during the 1960's. During this decade, which has been labeled
the "era of student activism," the drug problem introduced
to higher education a new set of problems and challenges
that had to be addressed, primarily by the student personnel
services area. The use of hard drugs on most college and
university campuses has declined somewhat since the 1960's.
However, the alcohol problem has gained in momentum and has
offset declining drug-related problems. The findings of
this study agree with the findings of similar studies.
The problem area ranked eighth highest was External
Intervention by Governing Boards, Coordinating Agencies,
Etc. This problem area is similarly related to the depressed
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state of the economy, as most external agencies are
challenging colleges and universities to trim the "extras"
that have been appended to the budgets of higher education
during the past two decades. As cited in Chapter II,
governing boards, coordinating agencies, etc., are challenging
colleges and universities to turn their energies from quantity
to quality of education. Many faculty and staff members
throughout higher education are being removed from their
jobs by retrenchment, reductions in force, and financial
exigency.
The problem area attaining the ninth greatest ranking
was Student Apathy. This problem has both puzzled and
challenged chief student affairs administrators throughout
much of their heritage. In recent years, a growing number
of research findings reveal that the impersonal atmosphere
of the college or university environment has greatly
influenced low student morale (Cangemi, 1980 & Kawalski,
1977). Low student morale serves as a major stumbling block
to student adjustment and weighs heavily in many students'
decisions to discontinue their studies. Therefore, this
problem is directly related to the problem area receiving
the fourth greatest ranking, Attrition/Retention of Students.
Table 8 lists in descending order the problem areas that
have the least negative impact on student personnel services
as indicated by the data in the study. While the outlined
problem areas should continually be addressed, the findings
of this study suggest that they received low priority by the
participating chief student affairs administrators. Four of
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TABLE 8
PROBLEM AREAS HAVING THE LEAST NEGATIVE IMPACT
ON DIVISIONS OF STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES
PROBLEM AREA RANK ORDER
Title IX 37
Desegregation Plans 36
Student Involvement in Institutional 35
Governance




Changing Admissions Requirements and
Procedures






University Consolidation of Programs, 29
Units, and Services
these problem areas (37, 36, 35, and 33) received considerable
during the 1960's and 1970's. In fact, colleges and univer-
sities were forced by the federal government to address three
of these problems (The Title IX Legislation, as we know it
today, was adopted in 1972 as a part of the Educational
Amendment in Higher Education).
The four problem areas cited in the previous paragraph
would have received much higher rankings if this survey had
occurred 10 to 20 years earlier. This reasoning also applies
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to the problem area that received the sixth least ranking,
Professional Negotiations. The unionization of teaching
faculties, often referred to as collective bargaining,
reached its peak during the early 1970's, but has received
only scant attention during the past five to 10 years.
While the problem area, Changing Admissions Requirements
and Procedures, is certainly not a major problem confronting
student affairs administrations, it is obvious that the
public, in general, and educational critics, in particular,
have been advocating during the past five years that colleges
and universities turn their energies from quantity to quality
of education (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher
Education, 1980). This advocacy has caused some institutions
to turn in the direction of selective admissions. Only time
will tell whether selective admissions proposed at insti-
tutions like Western Kentucky University and the University
of Kentucky will affirm the thinking of its advocates.
Because the foreign student population has created
little attention in higher education during the past five
years, the problem area of Expansion of International
Admissions and Programs was perceived to have little negative
impact to the chief student affairs administrators. This
problem area, in all probability, would have received a much
higher ranking during 1979 and 1980 with the takeover of the
American Embassy in Iran. This incident resulted in a
negative image among a sizeable percentage of the American
public toward the total international college student
population.
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The problem area receiving the eighth least negative
ranking was Rapid Expansion into Mechanized/Computer
Technology. This area was not perceived to be a real
problem for the vast majority of the participants.
The Unnecessary Consolidation of Programs, Units, and
Services was reported by the chief student affairs admini-
strators to have the ninth lowest ranking. It can be
concluded from this assessment that the majority of
colleges and universities that have consolidated their
programs and services have felt that such consolidation
was in the best interest of the institution.
Recommendations 
On the basis of the findings reported in this study, the
writer submits the following recommendations:
1. Through appropriate dissemination, the results of
this study could serve as a useful tool for colleges and
universities that perceive the need to reorganize their
programs of student personnel services.
2. Because of the various contemporary factors and
problems cited in this study, institutions of higher
education should consider aligning their programs of
student personnel services more closely with the academic
affairs community. Such alignments would help to improve
retention rates, better utilize faculty and staff, and curb
the ever increasing competition for funding.
3. Because several of the problem areas that had the
greatest negative impact upon the student affairs community
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related to economic-related factors, public supported
institutions of higher education, in particular, should
formulate sets of strategies designed to offset the
inevitable losses of financial support.
4. Because of the financial-related problems cited
in this study, divisions of student affairs throughout
higher education should continually evaluate the delivery
system of their services and programs. Such evaluations
would lead to the elimination of unnecessary and ineffectual
services and programs, in addition to those that are judged
not to be cost-effective. Also, such evaluations would
enable administrators to retain, consolidate, and curtail
selected student personnel programs on the basis of each
program's merit and contribution to the students' total
needs.
5. Professionals comprising the divisions of student
affairs should work collectively to develop intervention
programs designed to overcome the problem of student apathy.
For example, programs of extra-class activities (student
government, residence halls programming, greeks, student
organizations, recreational activities, and intramurals)
should be considered for expansion in order to help to
overcome this problem.
6. Preventative programs of alcohol and drug abuse
should be implemented on some college and university
campuses.
7. This study has only scratched the surface of the
wave of expected changes in the delivery of Student Personnel
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Services/Affairs. Continued study of this vital area of










BOWLING GREEN, a ENTUCKY 42101
October 18, 1982
Many educators are predicting that faculty, staff, and
administrative positions will be significantly decreased during
the 1980's. If these predictions are accurate, many faculty and
staff members will be squeezed out of their jobs by retrenchment,
reductions in force, or financial exigency. Such predictions are
received favorably by certain critics of higher education who
advocate the trimming of the "fat" that has been appended to
budgets of higher education during the past two decades. Critics
hail the proposal that institutions turn their energies from
quantity to quality of education. Colleges and universities,
according to many critics, need to reshape their organizational
structures and philosophies to meet the needs and challenges of
the 21st Century.
The purpose of this survey is to determine if the critics
are right--that colleges and universities do need to reshape
their organizational structures. This survey will focus on
(1) the current organizational structures of student personnel
services and (2) the impact of selected problems on programs of
student personnel services.
It is my intent through the distribution and analyses of the
enclosed questionnaire to assess the organizational structures
and problem areas of divisions of student personnel services
across higher education. Obviously, this is a most ambitious
undertaking and one that requires your cooperation and assistance.
I am aware of your busy schedule and have made an effort to design
a form for maximum ease of completion. While the form is lengthy,
it should require less than thirty minutes to complete. You are
requested to complete the survey form and return it in the enclosed
self-addressed envelope at your earliest convenience, but no later
than November 12. In partial compensation for your time and interest,






PART II. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
There are normally four major divisions comprising a college/university adminis-
trative structure (academic affairs, business affairs, institutional advancement
or development, and student affairs). There are also on college/university
campuses a wide variety of student support services that generally report to
one of the four divisional areas cited above. Sevc-al of the areas listed below
are classified by experts in the field of higher education as student personnel
functions. Please indicate the follouing: (a) place a check in the appropriate
bpace indicating to whom each of the functional areas report on your particular
campus, and (b) place a check in the last column to indicate those fuactional





























































PART VI. IMPACT OF SELECTED
ISSUES/PROBLEMS ON STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES
What is your perception of the impact of the following problems on your ability to
effectively administer the services and programs under your supervision? These
items generally have a negative impact on student services and programs.
1. Inadequate Financial Resources
No Neg. Impact Little Neg. Impact Great Neg. Impact
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Cutbacks in Personnel
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Need to Reorganize Administrative Structure
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Cutbacks in Student Financial Aid
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Internal Intervention (i.e. red tape, excessive paper work)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. External Intervention by Governing Boards, Coordinating Agencies, etc. (i.e. loss
of institutional autonomy, bureaucracy, political influence)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Risk of Legal Intervention
1 2 3 , 4 5 6 7
8. Attrition/Retention of Students
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Student Apathy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Low Staff Morale
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Declining Enrollments
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Institutional Resistance to Change (i.e. attitudes, student characteristics, Job
market)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Time Devoted to Disciplinarian Matters
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Growing Competition with Other University Communities (academic affairs, business
affairs) for Funding
2 3 4 5 6 7
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PART VI. (Continued)
15. Trend Toward MBO (i.e. paper drills, impersonalization)
No. Neg. Impact Little Neg. Impact Great Neg. Impacl
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Changing Admission Requirements and Procedures
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Articulation/Communications of Student Affairs Programs and Services
1 2 9 4 5 6 7
18. Gap Between Academic Affairs and Student Affairs Communities
1 2 9 4 5 6 7
19. Lack of Top Level Administrative Support (i.e. understanding, interest, commitment)
1 •2 3 4 5 6 7
20. Inadequate Baseline Data in Student Affairs Areas
1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. Lack of Monitoring and Evaluation of Student Personnel Services
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. Limited Financial Resources for Staff and Program Development
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. Abuses in Athletics
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. Unnecessary Consolidation of Programs, Units and Services
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. Holding Power of Student Affairs Professionals
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. Rapid Expansion into Mechanized/Computer Technology (i.e. data base systems, word
processing units)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. Professional Negotiations (i.e. collective bargaining)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. Credibility of Higher Education by Public
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. Territorial Competition for Administrative Authority, Funding, Staffing, Etc.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
67
PART VI. (Continued)
30. Town VS Gown (i.e. credibility gap with local community)
No Neg. Impact Little Neg. Impact Great Neg. Impact
1 2 9 4 5 6 7
31. Desegregation Plans
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. Title IX
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
33. Equal Employment Opportunity (i.e. affirmative action requirements)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
34. Inadequate Facilities
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
35. Alcohol and Drug Usage Among Student Population
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. Expansion of International Admissions and Programs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
37. Student Involvement in Institutional Governance
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November 24, 1982
Approximately four weeks ago you should have received a
questionnaire entitled "National Survey of Student Affairs
Administrators." The short return time, the mail service, and
your busy schedule may have prevented you from responding to
this survey. Enclosed is another questionnaire and self-addressed
envelope. Your assistance in completing the survey form and
returning it to me at your earliest convenience would be greatly
appreciated.
I am aware of your busy schedule and understand how one more
form to complete can be a nuisance. However, I am extremely hope-
ful that the importance of this survey warrants your cooperation.
The survey form takes approximately thirty minutes to complete.
The information gained from the survey can provide our profession
with timely and needed data on its status, needs, and problem
areas. The data collected from the questionnaire will be treated
confidentially and a summary of the findings will be sent to the
respondents.
Thank you for your participation in this effort. With best
wishes,
Sincerely,
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